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UNIVERSITY SENATE 


Minutes of the meeting of April 23, 1982 


Dr. J.W. O'Brien, (Chairman); Dr. J.S. Daniel; Prof. M.S. Dubas; Prof. 
A.D. Russell; Mr. G.R. Murray; Mr. P. Gott; Mr. D. Garon; Mr. S.P. 
Mo6thot; Mr. P. Arnkvarn; Prof. J. Locke; Prof. J.C. Giguere; Dr. M. 
Singer; Prof. J.W. Whitelaw; Prof. S. McEvenue; Prof. M. Shames; Prof. 
H. Fink; Prof. T. Fancott; Acting Dean R.H. Pallen; Prof. B.S. Mangat; 
Prof. L.W. Jankowski; Prof. R. Wills; Prof. M. Kusy; Dean P. Simon; 
Prof. G.R. Curnew; Prof. H.B. Ripstein; Prof. G. Dewey; Mr. J. Griffin; 
Mr. M. Padowicz. 


ABSENT WITH REGRETS: Mr. K.D. Adams; Prof. E. Price; Prof. G. Adams; 
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Prof. C. Levy; Prof. J. Smucker; Mr. G. Curnew; 
Dean A. Emery; Dr. G.J. Trudel; Dr. P.E. Filion; 
Dean M.N.S. Swamy; Dean S. French. 


Call to Order 


Dr. O'Brien advised at 2:30 p.m. that we were still 3 short of the 28 
members required for a quorum. Although there was a probability that a few 
more people would eventually arrive at the meeting, it was by no means 
certain that even if we waited a short while longer, that we would actually 
reach the number required for a quorum. He asked Senators to express their 
views on the matter. The feeling was expressed that Senators should wait a 
little bit longer, particularly in view of the fact that a lot of members had 
travelled a considerable distance to be at the meeting, notwithstanding the 
fact that many people had other important matters to attend to, including 
student members who had to prepare for examinations. It was suggested 
that we should begin the meeting with the view that if sufficient people 
arrive to make quorum, they would be asked to ratify any decisions taken 
prior to their arrival. Dr. O'Brien advised that there would be no difficulty 
in following the past practice of simply starting the meeting and ratify any 
decisions in due course. 'However, there was the risk of not ever reaching a 
quorum at today's meeting, in which case we could insert, as an item on the 
Agenda for the next meeting, a list of decisions for ratification. 


In response to a question as to whether or not there was anything on the 
Agenda that absolutely required action today, Dr. O'Brien advised that there 
was nothing that we could not get around one way or the other. The main 
item that should have action was item VI, b) - Appointments to the 
Evaluation Committee, Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration - 
because that Committee would shortly have to begin its meetings and if the 
Senate appointments were not approved today, the Committee would have 
to meet under the presumption that those appointments. would be ratified in 
due course. 
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It was agreed that we' proceed with the meeting on an informal basis, as has 
been done on previous occasions, with the understanding that any decisions 
would be ratified, once quorum has been attained. If a quorum did not 
materialize at today's meeting, an item to ratify decisions would be inserted 
on the Agenda for the next Senate meeting. 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY DEAN SIMON, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF FEBRUARY 19, 1982, 
BE APPROVED. MOTION CARRIED. 


Question Period 


In response to a question concerning the 8:00 p.m. closing time for the 
Vanier Library during the examination period, particularly as it affects 
students in residence on the Loyola Campus, Dr. O'Brien advised that this 
was essentially a financial question. Although he was not familiar with the 
details, he explained that in a general way, the decision that was made 
around the Vanier Library was that the hours were to be lengthened when 
and if the pressure indicated that that was necessary. If the hours have not 
been lengthened, he could only presume that it was because it did not appear 
that there was enough pressure to do so. Concern was voiced over the 
possibility that access to the Libraries during the Summer would be 
restricted to simmer students only and also to the use of the Libraries by 
non-Concordia students, particularly on weekends. It was suggested that a 
security guard be hired to check IDs and to ensure that use of the Libraries 
was restricted to our own students. Responding to a question concerning 
the "interpretation" of the phrase in the Powers of Senate that "Senate shall 
be the final authority in all matters pertaining to the academic programmes of 
the University", Dr. O'Brien advised that his off-the-cuff interpretation was 
that Senate is the final authority in matters that have to do with the content of 
academic programmes, i.e., what courses are to be given, what the content 
of the courses is to be, etc., etc. He also pointed out that the organization 
and the manner of delivering the programme was not covered in the phrase 
being referred to. 


It was suggested that another way of looking at the issue was that Senate 
has the right to reject a recommendation put forward by a Faculty. This did 
not Imply that Senate was telling a particular Faculty how to conduct its 
own affairs, but rather it was simply saying that Senate has rejected a 
recommendation coming from a particular Faculty and that it was up to that 
Faculty to go back and restudy the question and come forward with another 
recommendation. That is, we could feel empowered, as Senators, to reject a 
recommendation that a Faculty may have brought forward to either add or 
cancel some programme, understanding of course that this did not imply 
that the matter could no longer be worked on by the Faculty and brought 
forward at some later date. 


In response to a question concerning plans for the new Library building on 
the Sir George Williams campus, Dr. O'Brien advised that there has been 
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no decision made on the final plan. The plan which is under study was the 
one which the architects proposed. He explained that it wasn't so much that 
there were two or three different plans which were being examined, but 
rather, the architects were appointed to present a proposal and it was that 
proposal suggested by the architects to which reaction was invited. There 
has been no decision made either to proceed with that plan or to reject it in 
favour of something else. He further advised that an outside group had 
proposed an alternative plan and the pros and cons of that plan were being 
examined. Ultimately a decision would be made either to proceed along the 
lines which the architects have proposed, or to move in the direction 
proposed in the external plan, which was really just a sketch and would 
require a lot of work simply to reach the same stage in development as the 
plan proposed by the architects. Finally, he advised that he could not give a 
precise date as to when that decision would be made and the main activity at 
the moment was with Quebec to get approval for a Library, which 
negotiations were going as rapidly and as well as negotiations ever go with 
Quebec, although the indications were that they hope to make a decision at 
some point over the Summer. 


Other issues raised included a question concerning the.1982/83 Calendar 
and whether or not sales were living up to expectations; the possibility of 
intercession by the Rector to cut through the bureaucratic red tape that was 
delaying implementation of a CUSA plan to purchase and donate to the 
Library, some several hundred 1982/83 Calendars, which could be taken 
out on loan by students; and questions concerning a hiring freeze, which 
was mentioned in a Gazette article on Tuesday, the formula which would be 
applied, and the possibility of a freeze on salaries for the coming year. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to document US-82-4-D4 -"Guide to 
the Financing of the University, 1981/82", which was listed under Agenda 
Item V, g). He advised that the document was being tabled for the 
information of Senate. 


It was requested that the document which the Board of Governors received, 


concerning the University's budget for next year, be distributed to members 
of Senate. 


Appointments 


Standing Committees of Senate 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO LIBRARY COMMITTEE AND THE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-4-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Evaluation Committee - Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. GARON, SECONDED BY PROF. WILLS, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE EVALUATION COMMITTEE - 
DEAN, FACULTY OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, 
(DOCUMENT US-82-4-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Committee on Competence in Written Expression 


Concerning the memberships on the Committee established by Senate to 
design the form of the tests of competence in written expression, Dr. 
O'Brien advised that it was not clear from the decisions taken by Senate 
whether it was Senate's intention to formally appoint this Committee or 
simply to have it appointed from the various sources. In any case, the 
appointments have been made as indicated in document US-82-4-D2, the 
Committee has begun to meet, and it might be appropriate for Senate to 
ratify the appointments if it so wished. Senate was advised that for personal 
reasons, the Fine Arts student member was unable to sit on the Committee. 
Consequently, that position was vacant at the moment, but an attempt would 
be made to come up with the name of a student representative to fill that 
vacancy. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY MR. MURRAY, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE COMMITTEE ON 
COMPETENCE IN WRITTEN EXPRESSION, (DOCUMENT 
US-82-4-D2, AS CHANGED), BE RATIFIED BY SENATE. MOTION 
CARRIED. 


uorum 
Dr. O'Brien advised at 3:00 p.m. that there was a quorum. 

IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. 
ARNKVARN, THAT ALL DECISIONS TAKEN BY SENATE UP TO 
THIS POINT IN THE MEETING, BE RATIFIED. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning the "no-smoking" Regulation 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MANGAT,.SECONDED BY PROF. 
JANKOWSKI, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING THE 
PROHIBITION OF SMOKING IN THE SENATE CHAMBER, 
(DOCUMENT US-82-3-D7), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning the possibility of 1 lexecutive 
privilege" for the Secretary, Dr. O'Brien advised that the resolution was to 
maintain a no-smoking policy in the Senate chamber, and short of the 
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Secretary absenting himself from the Senate chamber, he would be required 
not to smoke. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY 
MR. ARNKVARN, THAT THE SECRETARY OF SENATE BE 
EXEMPTED FRCM THE "NOSMOKING" POLICY. 


It was stated that there were many members of Senate who from time to 
time have a greater, more profound and more psychotic need for smoking 
than the Secretary of Senate and it was argued that exceptions should not be 
made for anyone, including Presidents, Rectors, Secretaries, etc. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. THE 
MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. (1 recorded 
abstention) 


In response to a question concerning compulsory attendance at Senate 
meetings vis-a-vis the just approved "no-smoking" policy, Dr. O'Brien 
expressed the opinion that anyone who is appointed to Senate is accepting 
the obligation to attend Senate meetings, except when he or she is seriously 
prevented from doing so. Furthermore, he did not agree with a suggested 
interpretation that in passing the above resolution, Senate was imposing an 
obligation on an individual that that individual has not freely accepted. He 
explained that it was common enough to have "no-smoking" areas, and 
indeed the classrooms in which most of the members spend at least parts of 
their time, were "no-smoking" areas in the same sense as the Senate 
chamber. An individual might decide that he or she will not accept service 
on Senate, or indeed, a member might even resign from Senate, on the 
grounds that the conditions of service are unsatisfactory, although 
presumably that escape route would not be open to ex-officio members of 
Senate. 


Report from the Task Force on Student Applications and Appeals 


Dr. Daniel presented and explained the Report from the Task Force on 
Student Applications and Appeals concerning Student Request Committee, 
(document US-82-1-D6). 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. DANIEL, SECONDED BY PROF. CURNEW, 
THAT THE RECOMMENDATION FROM THE TASK FORCE ON 
STUDENT APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS, CONCERNING 
STUDENT REQUEST COMMITTEES OF FACULTY COUNCILS, 
(DOCUMENT US-82-1-W., BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning the establishment of guidelines for the 
treatment of student request applications, as referred to in the second to last 
paragraph on page 2, document US-82-1-D6, Dr. Daniel explained that 
while the Student Request Committee has authority to deal with student 
requests, a large percentage of the requests which come to any Committee 
are of a standard nature, to which the Committee's response was 
predictable. The intention was that the Committee would lay down 


guidelines to cover these predictable cases and to delegate to the Associate 
or Assistant Dean, the duty of making decisions within those guidelines. 
This would enable students to have their requests dealt with rapidly, without 
having to wait for a meeting of the Student Request Committee. Concern 
was voiced over the absence of mechanisms for appeals against Student 
Request Committee decisions, it being argued that experience with student 
appeals to Senate last year, indicated that there was a need for students to be 
able to appeal beyond the level of Student Request Committees. It was 
wondered what kind of outlets would be available to a student who was 
dissatisfied with the decisions of a Student Request Committee. Senate was 
advised that under the new regulations, the decisions of Student Request 
Committees were final. However, it was pointed out that if a student 
believes that a response to a request that he or she gets from an Associate or 
Assistant Dean, does not in fact reflect the decision that the full Student 
Request Committee would have made, had the Committee been posed the 
question, that student could ask that the decision be reviewed by the full 
committee. It was further explained that it was the belief of the Task Force, 
that student requests were matters of a largely administrative nature, which 
were concerned with the regulations of the programmes of that Faculty and 
should be dealt with by the Faculty. It was also felt that in that situation one 
should not need a sort of quasi-judicial appeal route, with court upon court, 
to look into the question, provided that student had the assurance, in the 
event that the student was in doubt as to whether or not the Assistant Dean 
was interpreting the guidelines correctly, that this was in fact the decision of 
the Student Request Committee. 


It was stated that one would like to have an opportunity to provide Senate 
with information on past Student Request Committee decisions which were 
subsequently overturned by the Senate Appeals Committee, along with a 
section in the Ombudsmen's Report which raised a number of serious 
questions about the functioning of Student Request Committees in certain 
Faculties. It was suggested that the motion should be tabled to allow time 
for this information to be made available to Senate, i.e., Senate should not 
vote on the matter without first having that information and without 
knowing what some of the problems are. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that a motion to table would be in order, but at the 
same time he suggested that a little more time should be allowed for 
discussion in order to clarify what was being proposed in document 
US-82-1-D6. 


In response to a question, Dr. Daniel explained that the system being 
proposed was that a student who has a request, would make that request to 
the Office of the Associate or Assistant Dean; the Associate or Assistant 
Dean either says - "I have been told by my Student Request Committee, 
through its guidelines, exactly what to do with such a request", and the 
answer is yes or no; or he says - "I don't know what the Committee's 
guidelines are on that particular point and I will take it to the next meeting of 
the Committee"; if, in the first case the answer is no, and the student has 
reason to believe that that is not in fact what the Student Request 
Committee's practice is, the student may then request that the question go to 


the Student Request Committee and in which case the Committee will make 
the final decision. 


Other issues which were raised included a concern that the provision for the 
establishment of guidelines in each Faculty for treatment of student 
requests, would eventually lead to a multiplicity of guidelines; the rationale 
for having uniform compositions for Student Request Committees; the 
abolition of existing Student Request Appeals Committees; and the need for 
an appeals mechanism above the level of the Student Request Committee, as 
evidenced by a number of Senate appeals cases last year which 
demonstrated that there had not been fair treatment at the Student Request 
Committee level. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. MURRAY, SECONDED BY MR. GARON, 
THAT THE REPORT FROM THE COMMITTEE ON STUDENT 
APPLICATIONS AND APPEALS CONCERNING STUDENT 
REQUEST COMMITTEES, (DOCUMENT US-82-1-D6), BE TABLED 
AND THAT THE OMBUDSMEN'S REPORT AND INFORMATION ON 
PAST STUDENT REQUEST APPEALS TO SENATE, BE PRESENTED 
IN A "CLOSED SESSION" AT THE NEXT MEETING OF SENATE. 


THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT 
CARRIED. 


Concerning references to previous appeals to Senate against Student 
Request Committee decisions, it was suggested that it was a matter of 
opinion as to whether justice had been done at the lower level and it was 
argued that if we wanted to implement a system which allowed for always 
another level of opinion in a given case, the matter could go on to 
perpetuity. It was further stated that Senate has previously decided that it did 
not want to sit in judgement on all of the student requests that come through; 
that what was being proposed by the Committee with respect to Student 
Request Committees was an excellent system; and that it was a system 
under which the students-would be justly treated. 


In response to a question, Dr. Daniel advised that the Committee on Student 
Applications and Appeals had considered the possibility of reconsideration 
of a student request. He further explained that it was fundamental to the 
philosophy of the Committee that there were really two situations with 
respect to student appeals and indeed, Senate has already agreed with this 
philosophy in large measure, by identifying the Senate Appeals Committee 
as the Appeals Committee on Cheating and Plagiarism. There was the 
instance of a student getting into the situation in which his or her reputation 
is harmed, as in cases of cheating, in which case an appeal should be 
possible in order to ensure that justice is done. There were other cases 
where the student makes an application because the regulations were not 
clear or not laid down, and it was the feeling of the Committee that those 
applications concerned with regulations as to the programme, were not 
situations which require a court after court system. He emphasized that the 
Committee looked at great length into the question of second opinions and 
decided that the important thing was that there be a collective decision and 
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that the student should have an appeal from the decision of one individual, 
i.e., the Associate or Assistant Dean. It was for that reason, that the 
Committee has allowed for a second opinion through the provision that the 
request could be taken to the Student Request Committee which would be 
set up by each Faculty to deal with just such cases. 


Other issues, comments, concerns, etc., which arose during continued 
discussion included a suggestion that there should be a provision for the 
possibility of a Student Request Committee reviewing its own decision; that 
there were indirect, non-formalized routes of appeal available, including 
appeal to the Ombudsman, the Dean, etc.; that perhaps a clause might be 
inserted into the document stating that new evidence could justify 
reconsideration of a student request by the Student Request Committee; that 
under the proposed system, if a student disagreed with the procedures under 
which a Request Committee operated, or felt that the Committee did not 
follow particular regulations, or that it had not operated with impartiality, 
there was no recourse to appeal open to that student; and finally, in adopting 
the proposed system, Senate would be losing all control with respect to 
maintaining certain standards of equity and procedures that are consistent, in 
the handling of student requests. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Under a point of privilege, exception was taken to an intervention made 
prior to the motion being voted on, wherein it was charged that Senate, like 
the Arts and Science Faculty Council, has the problem of continually 
redoing the work of its committees and it was stated that unless 
substantively new material was being provided, Senate should either accept 
or reject the Report of its Committee without prolonged debate. It was 
argued that the intervention clearly implied that Senate's role was that of a 
"rubber stamp" and that no debates really should take place on subjects such 
as the one Senate has just been discussing. It was stated that the intervention 
referred to above, was not intended to imply that Senate should have a 
"rubber stamp" role. Rather, the feeling was expressed that it was ludicrous 
for a legislative body of major proportions to think that it could redo the 
work of a committee that has spent forty or fifty hours in doing. It was 
further argued, that generally speaking, what Senate or a Faculty Council 
should do, unless there is new information presented, was to decide 
whether it finds the reasoning of the committee concerned, acceptable. 
Moreover, one could not understand how it would ever be possible for a 
body such as Senate, from the beginning, to re-examine the thinking of one 
of its committees. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what has been raised was a point of privilege, 
rather than a matter for debate. He pointed out that the vote on the previous 
motion, constituted neither an endorsement nor a rejection of any of the 
interpretations that have been made, i.e., the question was called and Senate 
decided to vote on the motion. 


Senate was advised that the Engineering and Computer Science Faculty 
Council spent many hours last year discussing the matter of Student 
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Request Committees, and it was argued that because the question had been 
called on the motion, there had been no possibility whatsoever of presenting 
the point of view of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. 


It was stated that lengthy discussions at the Arts and Science Faculty 
Council meetings an various committee reports, have resulted in certain 
changes being made to the documents and certain understandings being 
reached, which have made it a little easier to vote on a particular report. It 
was argued that without debate, there was really no reason for members of 
Senate to be sitting here, because Senate would simply end up appointing 
committee after committee to produce reports which would automatically be 
adopted by Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien reiterated that the reason that a vote had taken place was 
because there was a call for a vote and Senate agreed to take a vote at that 
point. He ruled that further debate on the issue raised under a point of 
privilege, was out of order. 


In response to a question as to the date of implementation of the regulations 
concerning Student Requests, (document US-82-1-DO, Dr. Daniel advised 
that the Committee on Student Applications and Appeals had long since 
stopped having any views on the question of an implementation date, 
particularly since the item has languished on the Senate Agenda for such a 
long time. He stated that unfortunately the Registrar was not present to offer 
technical advice on the question, but nonetheless, he would defer to other 
members of Senate who have suggestions as to what would be workable 
insofar as an implementation date was concerned. Dr. O'Brien advised that 
normally, unless a decision is taken to do otherwise, the regulations on 
Student Requests, (document US-82-1-D6), which have just been approved 
by Senate, would come into effect immediately. He suggested that if there 
was any thought that they should not come into effect immediately, the point 
should be raised and dealt with. 


It was suggested that the Secretary of Senate write to Faculty Councils, 
informing them as to what has been adopted by Senate and asking each 
Faculty to establish its Student Request Committee in accordance with the 
document, so that it could begin functioning on September 1, 1982. 


It was pointed out that new faculty and student members have yet to be 
appointed to Faculty Councils and that Councils would not begin to meet in 
the Fall until after the first week in September. Consequently, it would be 
preferable to have the new system come into effect on October 1, rather than 
September 1, 1982. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WILLS, SECONDED BY DEAN PALLEN, 
THAT THE REGULATION CONCERNING STUDENT REQUESTS, 
(DOCUMENT US-82-1-116), BECOME EFFECTIVE AS OF OCTOBER 
1, 1982. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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Serious concern was expressed over the fact that under the new Regulations 
on Student Requests, there was no appeal beyond the level of the Student 
Request Committee. It was explained that in the past, students who have felt 
that they have been treated unfairly by a Student Request Committee have 
been advised to submit an appeal to the Senate Appeals Committee. 
However, under the new Regulations, the only recourse to such students 
would be to consult a lawyer. In response to the above, Dr. O'Brien 
explained that there were a number of choices open to such students, which 
were not provided for in the document. They could apply to the same 
Student Request Committee for reconsideration of the request; they could 
ask the Dean or the Assistant Dean to intervene and request the Committee 
to take another look at the case; a third possibility would be for the Ombuds 
Office itself, to take on the advocacy role that an occasion it does. However, 
if these options are deemed to be inadequate or have not covered the 
situation, then at that point the student could go to a lwayer and the matter 
would be dealt with on those grounds. Courses for Special Summer 
Session - 1982 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN PALLEN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCEVENUE, THAT THE COURSES FOR SPECIAL SUMMER 
SESSION, 1982, INTHE FACULTY OF ARTS AND SCIENCE, 
(DOCUMENT US-82-4-Dl), BE APPROVED. 


It was noted that all references to 1981, in document US-82-3-D8, should 
be changed to 1982. 


THE MOTION TO APPROVE DOCUMENT US-82-4-DI, AS 
CORRECTED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Report concerning the Committee on Academic Development 


Dr. O'Brien presented and explained the Recommendations concerning the 
Revised Membership of the Committee on Academic Development, 
(document US-82-4-D3). 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
KUSY, THAT THE RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE 
REVISED MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC 
DEVELOPMENT, (DOCUMENT US-82-4-D3), BE APPROVED. 


In response to a question concerning the four administrative votes on the 
Committee, Dr. O'Brien explained that that recommendation came more 
from the present faculty members on the Committee than from any other 
particular source. At the same time, he advised that he had not detected any 
reluctance on the part of the administrative members to cease being members 
of the Committee. The reasoning of the Committee followed essentially 
along the lines that the four administrators mentioned, should be members 
of the Committee because they would have input which could be valuable 
and that if they were going to be on the Committee, they should be voting 
members, i.e., either they should be on the Committee as voting members 
or they should not be there at all. 
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It was noted that the Committee consisted of four administrative and eight 
non-administrative voting members and it was argued that such a ratio could 
certainly not be interpreted to mean that the membership was top heavy with 
administrators. 


It was argued that even if there was only one administrator on the of the 
administrators, would be that much greater. 


It was argued that the administrators should have voting privileges, 
otherwise their membership on the Committee would be reduced to that of 
observers. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY MR. METHOT, SECONDED BY 
MR. GARON, THAT THE ASSOCIATE VICE-RECTOR, ACADEMIC 
PLANNING, BE A VOTING MEMBER OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
ACADEMIC DEVELOPMENT AND THAT THE OTHER THREE 
ADMINISTRATORS BE NON-VOTING MEMBERS. 


In response to a question as to whether the Committee has operated by 
consensus or by votes, Dr. O'Brien advised that in the past it has been rare 
that votes have been taken. He further advised that there have been 
occasions where there has been less than 100% consensus, but at the same 
time, it was rare that there has not been a fairly large consensus before 
anything has come forward from the Committee. 


During continued discussion on the amendment, it was argued that it would 
be most frustrating to be a member of a committee and not be able to vote 
should the need arise; that one would doubt that at the beginning of any 
debate, the two Academic Vice-Rectors would agree about anything, nor 
would they ever willfully or easily vote en bloc on any particular issue; and 
that if there was to be only one voting administrator on the Committee, it 
would be very strange to assign that vote to the Secretary. 


THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED. 
THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Next meetings 


It was announced that there would be a Special Meeting of Senate at 9:30 
a.m., Thursday, May 27, 1982, in H-769, to consider the 1982 Spring 
Graduation Lists. The next regular meeting would be held on Friday, May 
28, 1982, in the Protestant School Board of Greater Montreal, the actual 
time of the meeting to be determined by the Steering Committee. 


Adjournment 


82-4-20 The meeting was adjourned at 4:05 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


